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IE following pages were firſt publiſhed at 
EpinBuRGH, about ſixteen years ago, and it is 
but a few months ſince that a copy of them was ac- 


cidentally brought into this part of the kingdom, 


where, until then, it ſeems to have been unknown. 


It is now re- printed chzefly to gratify the wiſhes of a 


few individuals, who have in vain ſought to poſſeſs 
themſelves of it—the former * * been 
long wholly ſold off, 


10 ſeems, CA proper to 9 that bag 


the occaſion of its firſt publication was peculiar (as 
will readily appear to an attentive reader of it) yet, 
as the pernicious ſentiments, ſo ably and happily re- 


futed by it, at leaſt ſome of them, are common enough 


to other ſects of religious profeſſors, it is thought the 
re- publication of it may not be without its uſe, even 
in this part of the kingdom: — The probability of 
which, the Editor hopes, will be admitted by the 


candour of the author, as an apology for the freedom 
| he takes of now re- 2 en his knowledge 


or conſent. „ N 
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BEE LZ EBU 


ADDRESSED TO A- 


CHRISTIAN CHURCH IN EDINBURGH, 


My Deas Fals, N 
JHOUGH gratitude cannot well be . in the 
catalogue of my virtues, yet I cannot help acknow- 
ledging my obligations to you, for the notable ſervice you 
have done me by your late publication, and which you 
have entitled, Chri/t the true Reſt, with the ſame propriety 
that you fiyle yourſelves, 4 Chriſtian Church. The pub- 
liſhing your ſentiments to the world ſhews ſuch an invio- 
lable attachment to'my intereſt, ſuch zeal and reſolution 
in my ſervice, as is not to be ſhaken by any reproaches or 


ſufferings you may meet with on my account. I have 


this to boaſt of all my true ſervants, that they are diſin- 
tereſted in their ſervices, which ſhews the purity of their 


love; for they have no ground to expect any reward from 


me either here or hereafter, but on the contrary have much 
to fear; which is more than can be ſaid for the followers 


of Jeſs, for none of them ſerve God for nought. 


The keeping of the firit day of the week among Chriſ- 
tians has been a greateye-ſore to me, as indeed are all the 
inſtitutions of the goſpel, becauſe they tend to bring to view, 
and rivet upon men's minds, the imp:efhtions of divine things 
to which I bear a mortal antipathy. TI fee plainly, that 


whillt there is a day ia ſeven ſet apart from worldly buſi- 7 


2 | nels, 


„ 

neſs, and appropriated to public worſhip and inſtruction, 
there will always be ſome face of Chriſtianity in the world 
in ſpite of all my endeavours. I have tried various arti- 
fices to bring this and every other ordinance of the goſpel 
into diſrepute, and if poſſible into diſuſe, and have ſucceed- 
ed pretty well with a great part of profeſſors with reſpect to 
their practice; yet, even among theſe, there are many weak 
brethren who cannot get rid of certain occaſional qualms 
of conſcience on account of their conduct. This weakneſs, 
T obſerve, ariſes from ſome remains of a ſuperſtitious re- 
gard for the Bible, It would be a glorious atchievement 
could I prevail with men to lay aſide that book altogether ; 
but though I have had legions of infidels and Deiſts em- 
ployed in this undertaking from the very beginning of 
Chriſtianity, it is ſtill held in ſome eſtimation among men. 
As therefore we cannot get rid of it altogether, we muſt 
make the beſt uſe of it for our purpoſe we can. Perhaps 
It would not be altogether to my advantage that the Scrip- 
tures were entirely thrown aſide. You have very juſtly 
obſerved, that © I never work more effectually than under 
„the wing of the Holy Ghoſt ;” for by handling the 
word of God deceitfully my ſchemes obtain a religious 
ſanction, and mult conſequently have the greater ſucceſs 
with thoſe who are not entirely looſed from revelation. It 
indeed requires ſome ſkill to manage this matter properly. 
Such paſlages of Scripture as cannot eaſily be bended to 
dur purpoſe, muſt. be darkened or rendered dubious, or 
others ſet in oppoſition to them to deſtroy their force; a 
criticiſm is of great ſervice upon occaſion, and a myſtical 
ſenſe is often uſeful to ſet aſide plain common ſenſe; we 
mult ſometimes make uſe of the ſound of words to com- 
bat the ſenſe ; at other times it will be neceſlary to explain 
words in one connection by the ſenſe they bear in another. 
But if ſtill the plain ſenſe of Scripture ſhould beam thro? 
all theſe artifices, we muſt then confront it with bold aſ- 
ſzrtions, or tack to it the moſt ridiculous abſurdities and 
dreadful conſequences. In theſe arts of manufacturing 
Scripture you have made ſurpriſing proficiency ; but as 
ſome may not perceive, at firſt fight, the principles upon 
which you proceed, nor advert to the force of your argu- 
ments, their main drift and tendency, or the length to 
which they may fairly be carried, it may not be * | 

. ; | that 


A) 
that I ſhould open up the matter a little farther, in order to 
explain and corroborate what you have already advanced. 
It is not my intention at preſent to conſider your argu- 
ments ſo much in relation to the firſt day of the week, as 


in their ſubſerviency to the grand cauſe of infidelity. I 
have no particular pique at one day of the week more than 


another, bud in as far as it is ſet apart to promote the in- 
terelt of religion; and as the moſt effetual way to get 


rid of this is, by a blow at the root of revelation itſelf, I 
cannot better expreſs my gratitude, or ſhew my obliga- 
tions to you, than by ſetting forth the direct tendency of 
your arguments to this glorious end. But if in doing this, 
it ſhould be neceſſary to aſcertain the genuine /e»/e of ſome 


paſſages of Scripture which you impugn, I hope you will 


not underſtand me as maintaining the ruth of ſuch paſ- 
ſages; on the contrary, my deſign is to ſhew, that, ac- 
cording to your arguments, the Scriptures muſt neceſſarily 
be falſe, I own it was proper for you to keep ſome mea- 
ſures with the prejudices of mankind, by appearing to 
admit the truth of the Scriptures, whilſt you ventured 
only to deny the ſenſe; but there is no occaſion for ſuch 


cautious reſerve betwixt intimate friends, like you and I, 


who underſtand one another's meaning, and have the tame 


intereſt at heart. © 
The reſurrection of Jeſus is the chief evidence of the 


truth of the Chriſtian faith, and which fully determined 


the controverſy about his being the Chriſt. If this fact be 
not true, the conſequence is, that the Apoſtles are falſe wit- 


neſſes, the faith of Chriſtians is vain, they are yet in their 


ſins, and they who have fallen alleep in Chriſt are pe- 


riſned. Every attempt therefore to render this point du- 


bious, is a blow at the root of the whole Chriſtian ſyſtem, 
To deny the fact point blank, would be rather too bold an 
attack at firſt hand ; it was prudent in you, therefore, to 
make vour approaches in form, firſt by demoliſhing the 
outworks, and then proceeding by way of covert-ſap till 
at laſt the whole is undermined ; for it is evident, that if 
the circumſtances of the reſurrection be denied, the fact 
itſelf muſt needs be denied allo; becauſe they are both 
ſupported by the ſame evidence, viz. Scripture teſtimony, 
which if it fails in one, mult fail in both. You deny that 
Jeſus roſe on the firſt day of the week, or third day from 

| ” TS his 


his crucifixion, and affirm, that the day of his reſurrection 
is as uncertain as the day of his ſecond coming, p. 2— 6. 
But there can be no doubt about the day on which Jeſus 
aroſe, without doubting the truth of the Scriptures, which 
3 and repeatedly declare it. It is expreſsly ſaid, 
Mark xvi. 9, Now when Jeſus was riſen earhy the firſt 
* day of the week, he appeared firft to Mary Magdalene.“ 
Here, in oppoſition to his riſing late, or at the clole of day, 

he is ſaid to riſe early, or ſome hours after the beginnin 
of it; and inſtead of riſing on the Jewiſh Sabbath, or laſt 
of the week, he is expreſsly ſaid to riſe on the #r/? of the 
bee, which is farther deſcribed to be that day whoſe 
morning commenced when the Sabbath was paſt, ver. i, 2. 
or, in the end of the Sabbath, Matt. xxviii, 1. Let us next 
_ ſee whether this firſt day of the week, or day which im- 
_ mediately followed the Jewiſh Sabbath, was indeed the 
third day from his crucifixion ; and here the Scripture is 
as clear and expreſs as in the former. Mark ſays (chap. 
xv, 42.) that he was crucified on “ the preparation, that 
&« 1s, the day before the Sabbath.” Juke ſays (chap. xxiii. 
5 4.) „ that day was the preparation, and the Sabbath 
« drew on.” See alſo John xix, 31, 42. Now the day 
immediately before the Jewiſh Sabbath is that which we 
call Friday, and ſo the day after the Sabbath muſt be the 
third day, We ſee alſo what the women did on theſe 
three ſucceſſive days. On Friday, the day of the cruci- 
fixion, they prepared the ſpices, Luke xxiii. 56. the next 
day, being our Saturday, “ they reſted the Sabbath day, 
„ according to the commandment,” verſe 56.—and on 
the third day, being © the firſt day of the week, very 

« early in the morning, they came wnto the ſepulchre,” 
_ chap. xxiv. 1. But leſt any poſſibility of doubt ſhould 
remain, it is ſaid, that two of the diſciples went that ſame 
day (v1z. the firſt day of the week, ver. z.) to Emmaus, 
ver. 13. and relating to Jeſus, “ how the chief prieſts 
„ and rulers delivered him to be condemned to death, 
% and cruciſed him,” ver. 20. they add, * and befides all 
this, to-day is the third day ſince theſe things were 
« done,” ver. 21. Here then it is expreſsly affirmed, 
that the fiift day of the week was the hd day ſince they 
crucified him, and ſo he muſt have riſen that day accord- 
ing to the Scriptures (1 Cor. xv. 4.) as he ſays himſelſ, 
| 5 « Thus 


— 


| TR] 5 
& Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Chriſt to ſuf- 
6& fer, and to riſe from the dead zhe third day,” Luke xxiv, 


46. Thoſe, therefore, who believe the Scriptures, can- 
not poſſibly doubt either that Jeſus roſe the third day, or 


that that third day was the fir/t day of the week. 


I confeſs it was not eaſy for you to get over theſe ſtub - 
born paſſages, without flatly denying the truth of the 
Scriptures. However, you have acquitted yourſelves 
pretty well by ſetting the Scripture in oppoſition to itſelf, 
and punning a little upon the phraſeology. In Matt. xxvii. 
63. and Mark viii. 31. it is ſaid he ſhould riſe again, METH, 


after three days, which ſeems to imply that he ſhould riſe 


on the fourth day, or after three days were fully expired 
and, if this was not the caſe, you aſk, How could his own 
words be fulfilled ? Matt. xii. 40.“ For as Jonas was three 
% days and three nights in the whale's belly, ſo ſhall the 
“ Son of man be three days and three nights in the heart 
de of the earth,“ p. 4. Yet I ſuppoſe you know, that the 
expreſſion, after three days, is of the ſame import with on 
the third day, and that it 1s frequently uſed in Scripture in 
that ſenſe. Thus Rehoboam ſaid to the people, . Come 


ee to me again AFTL2 three dave, So Terohoam, and ab- 


w 


e the people, came unto Rehoboam on the third day, as 


« the King bade, ſaying, Come unto me ox the third day,” 
2 Chron. x. 5, 12. Here it is plain, that the expreſſion 
& AFTER three days, ver. 5. means the ſame thing with 
t ON the third day, ver. 12. According to the Scripture 
method of reckoning, a part of a day is put for the whole, 
and ſo the firit and laſt days of any tranſaction are counted 
into the number, though a ſmall part of them ſhould 
have been employed therein: thus Ether ſays, (chap. 
iv. 16.) „ Faſt ye for me, and neither ea: nor drink three 
e days, night nor day, and then will I go in unto the 
t King.” Now, had they faſted three days and three 


nights complete, ſhe mult have gone in to the King on the 


5 * 
ere: n . 9 e eee e eee, ee N e, 04 „ „eee 
D 82 N A's ' PAY 1 


fourth day; but we read (ch. v. 1.) that ſhe went in to 
the King on the third day; ſo that they faſted only one full 
day, and part of the firſt and laſt. So Luke ii. 21. 
«© When eight days were accompliſhed for the circumci- 
«& ſion of the child, they called his name Jeſus; yet the 
day of his birth, and that of his circumciſion, were two of 
theſe days, and the complete days were only lix, Again, 
; A 4 Luke 
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Luke ix. 28. © About eight days after theſe ſayings, he 


« took Peter, and John, and James, and went up into a 
« mountain to pray.” Here eight days after ſignifies on 
the eighth day from theſe ſayings, in which ſpace there were 


only ſix complete days, and part of two; "accordingly, 


Matt. xvii. 1. and Mark ix. 2. reckon only upon the com- 
plete days, and call them fx. And fo alſo, when it is ſaid 
Jeſus met with his diſciples again after eight gays (John xx. 
20.) it muſt fignify that he met with them on the eighth 
day, or. after the commencement of the eighth day from 
his former meeting, which was the firſt day of the week. 
According to the ſame rule of reckoning, Jeſus is ſaid to 
be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth,“ 


Matt. xii. 40. for the Jews counted the night with its 


day as a part of it. It is plain, that the Jews, to whom 
he ſpoke theſe words, did not underſtand him to mean 


three complete days and nights; for thus they addreſs 
| Pilate, © Sir, we remember that that deceiver ſaid while 
« he was yet alive, After three days I will riſe again,” 
which expreſſion has been ſhewn to fignify on the third 
day, and ſo they deſire the ſepulchre ſhould be made ſure 


only until the third day, Matt. xxvii. 63, 64. whereas had 


Py 


tney underitood him to mean three complete aay» 3 
nights, they behoved to aſk the guard until the fourth day. 
But what fully fixes the ſenſe of the expreſſions, after three 


days, and three days and three nights, 18 the repeated de- 
claration of Jeſus himſelf, that he would riſe again 2/4 
third day, viz. from his crucifixion. See Matt. xvi. 21, 
ch. xvii. 23. ch. xx. 19. ch. xxvii. 64. Mark ix. 31. 
ch. x. 34. Luke ix. 22, ch. xvili. 33. ch. xxiv. 7, 46. 


Now, had he been every hour and minute of three days 


and three nights in the grave, it was impoſſible he ſhould 
have riſen on the third day, it muſt infallibly have thrown 


his reſurrection to the fourth. If to theſe conliderations 


we add, that the goſpel hiſtory relates it as a matter of fact 


that he actually did riſe on the third day (as has been 
ſhown) it muſt either be admitted that the above expreſ- 

fions mean the ſame thing, or that Jeſus did not ſpeak 
- uniformly, or know certainly the day of his reſurrection. 


To ſum up the argument then on this head. The 
Scripture affirms repeatedly, that Jeſus roſe from the dead 


en the third day after his crucihxion, This you _ 3 


tv 


af, How can forty hours be a part of three days? and call 


it a juggle, p. 4. Ergo, the Scripture is fa}ſe.— Jeſus fore- 
tells that he would riſe again the third day. This you 
confute from his own words, where he ſays he ſhould riſe 
afrer three days, and be three days and three nights in the 
heart of the earth; for how can part of three da) s be three 


complete days and nights? p. 4. and how can the word 


after ſignify before? p. 5. Ergo, Jeſus ſpoke contradic- 


tions, and was a falſe prophet. —The Scripture atfirms 
that Jeſus roſe early on the fir/t day of the week: but you 


affirm, that he was riſen before the end of the Jewiſh Sab- 
bath, and that it is uncertain on what day he roſe : ther2- 


fore the Scripture is falſe in this alſo. Permit me to add 
another argument fairly deducible from the former. The 
_ Scripture teſtimony is the main evidence we have that Je- 

ſus role at all: but this teitimony is found to be falſe in 


the circumſtances of the reſurrection: Ergo, it muſt be ſo 
alſo, or at leaſt of doubtful authority, as to the reſurrec- 


tion itſelf, „ 


Having thus wound up the ſtrength of your arguments 
on this part of the ſubject, proceed we next to what you 


ſay of Chriſt's finiſhing his work, and entering into his reſt. 


This, you ſay, he dia when he bowed his head and gave 
up the ghoſt, and avhen his fsb reſted in the grave in hoje! 
p. 6, 7.— The ſcripture indeed ſhows, that he glorified 
his father on the earth, both by his doQrine and wonder- 


ful works, that he finiſhed the work that was given him to 


do as a minilter of the circumciſion, and became obedient 


unto death for the fins of the world; and that this ſuffer- 


ing obedience being finiſhed, according to all that was 
written of him, he bowed the head and gave up the ghoſt. 


But then it does not repreſent him as entering into his reſt 


whilſt he continued in the ſtate of the dead, or remained 


under the power of death, but ſpeaks of this as the lall ſtep 


of his humiliation, and part of that curſe which hę endur- 
ed in the room of the guilty. ' The grave is not conſider- 
ed as his reſt, though his fleſh reſted there for a little while 
in hope; but, on the contrary, is ſet forth as a priſon, from 
the pains of which he was looſed at his reſurrection, Acts 
it. 24. From this power of death, and priſon of the grave, 


he hopes to be delivered, when he ſays, © Thou wilt not 


leave my ſoul in hell, neither wilt thou ſuffer thine Holy 
| A 5 ; «© One 
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« One to ſee corruption,” Pſal. xvi. and accordingly he 
was ſaved from death, overcame it, and entered into his 
reſt, when he obtained eternal life from the dead, for him- 
ſelf and all his people, as the reward of his obedience unto 
death. Ihis is the Scripture doctrine upon that ſubject, 
and it is a very galling doctrine to me: but it refreſhes 
me not a little to find, that you have made him ceaſe from 
his works before he had overcome death, or riſen again 


for the juſtification of his people; and that you have aſ- 


ſigned him his re in the priſon of the grave, under the 
power of death ; for hereby it is evident, that his ſacrifice 
was not ſatisfactory, elſe he would have been diſcharged 
from that priſon, and obtained another kind of reft ; and 
it alſo ſhows, that his followers have no ground to expect 


any other reſt than the grave, for they can obtain no other 


reſt than that into which he hath entered. | ; 

You proceed next to deny, that the Holy Ghoſt was 
poured down upon the Apoſtles on the day of Pentecoſt, 
p. 8. But let us ſee what the Scripture ſays concerning the 
time of that event, Acts ii. 1, © And when the day of 
« Pentecoſt was fully come” —Theſe words muſt certain- 
Il; mean, when it had attually commenced or arrived, for 


they expreſs neither more nor leſs. The word evurAne 


es Sn, fully come, has a reſ:e& to the words of the infti- 


tution of that feaſt : “ Ye ſhall count to you from the 


“ morrow after the Sabbath (i e. from the 16th of Niſan) 
« {even Sabbaths complete, even to the morrow after the 
Sabbath ſhall ye number fifty days Lev. xxili. 15, 16. 
Now (ſays the hiſtorian) „when the day of Pentecoſt 
& was fully come,” i. e. when the full reckoning of ſeven 
Sabbaths was completed, and the fiftieth day now arrived, 
The queſtion then is, Whether the fiftieth day, or Pente- 


coſt, fell that year on the firſt day of the week. That it 


did ſo is demonſtrable. -On the 14th of the month, at 
even, Jeſus eat the paſſover according to the command- 
ment, Exod. xii. 6— 11, which was Thurſday evening, 


the night before he ſuffered.— The next day was the 15th, 


being Friday, the day of his crucifixion, and the firſt day 


of unleavened bread, which was appointed a Sabbath or 


day of holy convocation among the Jews, Lev. xxiti. 6, 7, 
15.— The day following was the 16th, being our Satur- 


da) and Jewiſh weekly Sabbath: this was the ſecond _ ' 
0 


* { 


n 


of unleavened bread, and the morrow after the annual fe- 


ſtival Sabbath, and ſo the day at which the reckoning of 
fifty days began, Lev. xxiii, 15. Now, the ſeventh Sab- 
bath from this made forty-nine days, and conſequently the 
morrow after, which was the fiftieth day, or Pentecoſt, 
muſt have been the firſt day of the week. _ 

In oppolition to this Scripture account of the matter, 


you affirm, chat the expreſſion, © when the day of Pentecoſt 


« was fully come, ſignifies ſome days after, i. e. in order 
to its being fully come, it muſt be fully paſt, You further 
obſerve, ** That as it was a moveable feaſt, no weekly Sab- 
„ bath can be fixed on it.“ But here we ovght to no- 
tice, that they do not fix a weekly Sabbath on the Jewiſh 
Pentecoſt : their argument runs thus: The efFulion of the 
Spirit was on the day of Pentecoit ; but Pentecoſt fell that 
year on the firſt day of the week ; therefore the effuſion 
of the Spirit was on the firlt day of the week, However, 
you have fully confuted this argument oy ſhewing, that 
Pentecoſt did not fully come that year till it was fully paſt 
and gone! and therefore it could not happen upon any 
day of the week. Thus, by ſhuffling it about like thim- 
ble and ball, you have made it a moveable feaſt indeed. — 
Again, you obſerve, that the effuſion of the Spirit was the 


accompliſhment of an antient prophecy. Now, this af- 
fords a demonſtrable argument againſt the Sabbath; for 


how could a Sabbath be kept upon a day Whereupon any 
antient prophecy was fullilled ? The very ſuppolicion is 
ridiculous ! „ | | | 
But what pleaſes me exceedingly, is the method in 
which you ſet aſide the Scripture precedents for obſerving 
the firſt day of the week. 

In entering upon this part of the argument, I Hall take 
notice of your criticiſm upon pz TW oxbexrw, which 
the tranſlators render hz fir/t day of the wveek, but which you 
would have to ſignify à certain Sabbath—ſ,me Sabbath day, 


—-any day of the week, p. 14, 15. However, I think our 


argument has no need of this criticiſm to ſupport it, I 
am afraid it will rather prejudice our cauſe with any who 
have the leaſt knowledge of the Greek. In the Septua- 
gint the word i uſually ſignifies %, when joined with 
days, weeks, and months. Thus, Gen. i, 5, W N 
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ſignifies the fr/t day; and ijuega ui 1 nos is the frſt day 
of the month, as in Exod. xl. 2. Ezra iii: 6. ch. x. 17. 
Again, where the word day or month is not expreſſed, it 
is to be underſtood and ſupplied, as in Lev. xxiit. 24. 
Numb. i. 1, 18. ch. xxix. 1. ch, xxxili. 38. Deut. i. 3. 


Exck. xxvi. 1, ch. xxxii. 1, ch. xlv. 18. Hag. i. 1. ch. 
ii 1. in all which places, and many more, px Ts wmv} 


ſignifies the ft day of the month, though the word day 
is always, and ſometimes the word month itſelf, omitted: 


ſo that it is demonſtrably clear, that pic ſignifies the fir/? 
day, whether it be of a week, month, or year, Laſtly, as 


to the word ogCCarwr (literally, of Sabbath) it can have 


no other meaning than of the week, as the tranſlators have 
rendered it; for there is no other word in all The New 


Teſtament which ſignifies avee# but itſelf. The Phariſee 


ſays, “I faſt twice Tz oa&ears,” Luke xviii. 12. he cer- 


tainly mult mean in the aveek; for to faſt twice on the Sab- 
bath would imply that he took his dinner that day, and, 


it it was a hearty one, he had little cauſe to boaſt of his 
faſting. The truth 1s, the Jews uſed the word Sabbath 
to expreſs a wet ; thus ſeven weeks are termed /ewen Sab- 


baths, Lev. xxiii. 15. Their weeks being divided by the 
Sabbath, were denominated by it, and the days of the 


week were numbered with relation to it; and ſo the firſt 


of the Sabbath means the firſt day of the week, or the firit 
of the ſeven days which ended with the Sabbath. But 


what puts this beyond all poſſibility of doubt is, that the day 


on which the women went to the ſepulchre is termed pa 
Twy ox%6CaTrwy, Matt. xxviii. 1. Mark xvi, 2. Luke xxiv. 1. 
John xx. 1. (which is the ſame Greek expreſſion that is 
uſed, Acts xx. 7. and 1 Cor. xvi, 2.) and, if we inquire 
what day that was, we are told it was that day whoſe 
morning began a? the end of the Jewilh Sabbath, Matt. 
XXVill. 1. Or when the Sabbath was paſt, Mark xvi. 1. 


Thus it is demonſtrated, that puus Twy onbCarwy is the firſt 


day of theweek., However, Tam very ſenſible of your good in- 


tentions in this criticiſm, I have been a great critic and com- 
mentator myſelf, and my firſt attempt this way was crowned 
with notable ſucceſs in the affair of the forbidden fruit. 


There you may ſee. my {kill in ſetting aſide the plain ſenſe 


which 


woe 


of 
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which appeared from the very © face of the words,” (on 


which you affirm no ſtreſs is to be laid, p. 13, 14, 15.) and 
I muſt own to you, that I am not a little elated to find, 
that, whilſt you profeſſedly depiſe the example of the 
Apoſtles, you ſhould ſo faithfully copy mine. But, as I ſaid 
before, our cauſe ſtands in no need of this criticiſm. _ 
In Acts xx. 7. it is ſaid, © And on the firſt day of the 
e week, when the diſciples came together to break bread, 


« Paul preached unto them”—You affirm that this meet- 


ing was purely occaſional ; and that the end of it was to 


fee Paul, who was ready to depart on the morrow, p. 14. 


But the text ſays expreſsly, they came together for another 
end, Viz. to break tread (though, no doubt, they would 
be very glad both to ſee and hear Paul.) And we are far- 
ther told, that when they were thus come together for the 
expreſs purpoſe of breaking bread, Paul took that gccaſion 
of preaching to them; ſo that the breaking of bread was 
plainly intentional, and the very deſtgn of their meeting, 
whilſt Paul's preaching was occaſtional upon their being 


met. We do not read of his calling the diſciples together 


as he did the elders of the church of Epheſus, ver. 17. but 
he embraced the opportunity of preaching to them © when 


e they came together on the firit day of the week 29 break 
* bread.” He had ſtayed there all the other days of the 


week, ver. 6. in all which time we have no account of 
their meeting to break bread, till this laſt day of his ſtay, 
which was the firſt day of the week, Why was their 
meeting delayed till the laſt, if it was not their ſtated day 
of meeting ? In ſhort, it too plainly appears that Paul 
ſtaid there till their uſual day of meeting, that he might 
have an opporcunity of partaking with them in the Supper, 
preaching to them, and taking his leave of them, which 
when he had done, he departed immediately. But to 
grant this would be to allow a plain example for keeping 
the firſt day of the week ; and therefore you did very well 
to deny it in the very face of the words. I would not thank 
a perſon for maintaining my cauſe where the Scripture 
authority was dubious ; but to do it boldly, in oppoſition 
to the clear light of Scripture flaſhing in his face, is bigh- 
ly meritorious. It has been already obſerved, that Paul 
ſtaid a whole week at 'Troas, and that we read of no 
church meeting there till the firſt day of the week. Non, 
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if (as you affirm) that meeting was purely occaſional, it 
follows, that they had no ordinary ftated day of meeting 
at all. This is juſt what T wanted to appear, and what 
you ought to have been more explicit upon. But even 
granting it to have been a ſtated meeting, then it muſt fol- 
low {as you juſtly obſerve) that the circumſtances record- 
ed to have happened on it, muſt be ſtated alſo : © An 
Apoſtle muſt continue his ſpeech until midnight, then, 
after raiſing a young man to life, he mult go up, break 
„ bread, talk a long while, even until break of day, and 
& then depart ;” otherwiſe the firſt day of the week can- 
not be kept according to this example. But ſhould they 
-own that theſe things are impoſſible, then let them give up 
all pretenſions to their keeping the firſt day of the week, 
ſeeing they cannot follow out the very precedent they 
found upon. e % + {4 ewe 
But admitting, that the Apoſtles, and firſt churches un- 
der their care, ſhould have kept the firſt day of the week 
(which indeed we cannot well deny) yet you have clearly 
proved, that their example can be no rule to ſucceeding 
_ Chriſtians : your words are, But even granting that the 
„ Apoſtles met regularly on the firſt day of the week, 
„ how ſhall we know that they had an expreſs ele he 
© this very purpoſe, from the Lord, before he aſcended ?” 
p. 11. Some may reckon this a little bold; but indeed 
it is needleſs to trifle any longer in this matter. This diſ- 
covers the true ground upon which your argument ſtands. 
Had it not been for argument's ſake, you had no occaſion 
to trouble your heads about what day Jeſus roſe, whether 
he role or not, or whether the Apoſtles and firſt Chriſtians 
kept the day of his reſurrection or not; for though all 
theſe things were granted, the matter ſtands juſt where it 
Was, as to the lawfulneſs of keeping it; for how ſhall we 
know that the Apoſtles had any precept for ſo doing? 
Might they not, in this inſtance, be guilty of will-worſhip ? 
and certainly they were fo, if they had not an expreſs pre- 
cept to this very purpoſe from Jeſus before he aſcended ; for 
as to what is pretended to be revealed to them afterwards 
by the Spirit, it is not much to be depended upon. Now, 
as we read of no expreſs precept given them for this pur- 
poſe, it neceſſarily follows they had none, and ſo were 
guilty of ſuperſtition and will-worſhip. How audacious 
then 
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then muſt it have been in the Apoſtles to ſet themſelves up 
for patterns and enſamples to other Chriſtians, as they ſo 
often do! See Acts xx. 33—35. 1 Cor. iv. 16, 17. ch. 
. 1, 2. Philip iii. 17. ch. iv. 9. Heb: xiti. 7. The 
argument from apoſtolic example, proceeds upon the ſup- 
poſition that they were infallible, and could do nothing 
againſt the truth; but this is only begging the queſtion, 
whilſt the contrary is too evident. Did not Peter deny his 
Maſter with oaths, and afterwards diflimulate and tempo- 
riſe for fear of the Judaizers? and did not Paul and Bar- 
nabas {cold one another heartily on their difference about 
Mark? Are theſe the men who muſt be taken for patterns? 
and mutt we from ſuch practices infer divine precepts ? 
For ſhame! yet this muſt be done according to the argu- 
ment. In ſhort, to affirm the infallibility of the Apoſtles, 
either in their doctrine or practice, is downright Popery, 
and contrary to the true principles of the reformation. _ 
Lou rightly obſerve, that if the Apoſtles had received 
any precept about the firſt day of the weck, they muſt have 
been the moſt unfaithful of all men in not leaving it on re- 
cord, p. 11, 13. It will not acquit them from this charge to 
ſhow, that they delivered this precept to the firſt churches, 
and recorded their own, and the example of theſe churches, 
for the imitation of all ſucceeding Chriſtians; for how do 
we know but they might teach for doctrines the command- 
ments of men, and ſo exemplify and countenance this prac- 
tice without any authority from their Maſter, as has already 
been hinted ? To have been faithful in this matter, re- 
quired, that they ſhould not only record the practice, but 
ſhow how they came by the precept. "They ſhould have 
given it under their hand, that they received it from Jeſus 
before he aſcended ; for what is not ſo recorded, and thus 
authenticated, we are at full liberty to deny. And, accord- 
ing to this rule, we might produce many inſtances of their 
unfaithfulneſs; for they teach many things for which they 
do not expre/sly produce their Maſter's authority, and they 
neglect to teach ſome other things for which they had an 
expreſs command. To inſtance in the latter; they did not 
deliver the ordinance of the Supper to any of the churches _ 
they planted but to that of Corinth, which is demonſtra- 
ble from this, viz. that f/ is not recorded, What an un- 
faithfulneſs was here! Some would % r they did from 
1 8 various 
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various conſiderations, though it be not expreſsly record- 
ed; but this is all a juggle. You can admit of no znferences 
here without deſtroying your own argument, and being 
wiſe above what is written; but muſt inſiſt for it in ſo 
many words, and, if this cannot be produced, then you 
may freely deny it, as I taught the Sadducees in a ſimilar 
caſe, Luke xx. 27 — 39. and even though it could be 
ſhown in expreſs words, yet it would not prove the point, 
ſeeing {as you obſerve) little. ſtreſs can be 15 on the face 
of Scripture words. 

But you havea charge of a more heinous nature againſt the 
Apoltles than any of the former. It is pleaded, that Paul 
ordered the churches of Corinth and Galatia to make their 
collection for the poor on the firſt day of the week, 1 Cor. 
Xvi. 1, 2. In anſwer to which you obſerve, that he ex- 
preſsly forbids the churches of Galatia to oblerve days, 

Gal. iv. 10. They alledge, however, that the days there 
prohibited to be kept are only the Jewiſh days, as is evi- 
dent from the context, and that the firſt day of the week 
muſt be excepted. If this were the caſe, you reply,“ The 
manner of the Apoſtle's addreſs is utterly inexplicable, 
« and might do well to come from a heathen oracle, 
4c whoſe cuſtom it was to peep and mutter, and when the 
&« thing ſpoken of came out otherwiſe than the devil (for 
„that was the oracle) intended, then the words had been 
% miſunderſtood.” p. 17. This aſſertion is ſo grateful to 
me, both in its matter and ſpirit, that I cannot paſs it over 
- without a little elucidation. It amounts in plain Engliſh 
to this, that if the firſt day of the week be excepted in 
the above prohibition, then it will follow that the Apoſtles 
{poke by the ſpirit of the devil, or ſomething as bad. This 
concluſion comes from this ſelf-evident propoſition, viz. 
That when in any injunction or prohibition there is an ex- 
ception meant, without being expreſſed, that is an infalli- 
ble characteriſtic of a peeping and muttering devil. Now, 
by this rule, it is eaſy to prove the Apoſtles ſuch. Paul 
forbids the Coloſians to be ſubject to ordinances (ch. ii. 
20) and yet means to except the goſpel ordinances with- 
out expreſſing it; therefore he muſt have been a peep- 
ing and muttering devil! And, not only the Apoſtles, but 
. Jeſus himſelf ſpeaks ſometimes with a tacit exception: 
thus, John vi. 27.“ Labour not for the meat which pes 
| L riſheth,” 
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* riſheth,” &c. If he here excepts the labour of the 

Working poor for their daily bread, you know what muſt 
follow according to your argument; I had rather you ſhould 
ſpeak it plainly out than I; for, to tell you the truth, even 
I myſelf do not always go the full Iength of ſome of my 
zealous religious ſervants, who have not ſcrupled to call 
the Maſter of the houſe Beclzebub, whilſt I confeſied him 
the Son of God ; nor to give the ſame reproachful epithet 
to thoſe of his houſhold, whilſt I owned them the ſervants 
of God that ſhewed the way of ſalvation. But if men 
will vindicate the Apoſtles from this charge, we may freely 
grant them the alternative : let then, Col. ii. 20, be un- 
derſtood as ſetting aſule every ordinance whatever without 
exception, and then the firſt day of the week, and all the 
_ fervice of it muſt fall of courſe. Thus, whatever way we 
_ underſtand theſe texts, they make equally againſt our ad- 
verſaries. 3 r 5 
1 ſhall only take notice of another of your arguments on 
this head, which deſerves to be printed in letters of gold; 
your words are, But after all, had we even the apoſt»lic 
« practice on record, it would never ſupply the place of an 
s expreſs precept in ſo many words; otherwiſe the unbe- 

| 2 : e did, wno ottereg — r ald daugnters to 
« devils, would have been blameleſs, and might plead the 
, example of Abraham. — Thus we may ſee how far even 
« the pureſt examples will lead us, p. 12.— Here you 
grant our adverſaries all they can demand, which, after all, 
will not avail their plea. Admitting then, that the Apoſ- 
tles and firſt Chriſtians had an expreſs precept for obſery- 
ing the firſt day of the week, even as Abraham had for 
offering up his ſon; yet it will not follow, that ſucceeding 
Chriſtians are bound by the commandments given the 
Apoſtles and firſt churches, any more than the 1dolaters 
were by the peculiar command given to Abraham. Were 
there any force in the argument from example, the idolaters 
had a juſt plea, and were blameleſs; for where could they 
have a clearer example for offering their children te dewils, 
than in Abraham offering his ſon to God; or a juſter ex- 
cuſe for diſobeying the divine command, than in Abraham's 
obedience to it; or a better precedent for their ity, 
than in this inſtance of Abraham's faizh? In ſhort, this 
example was every way directly in point; and if any pre- 
VENT IO 22 2 | cep 
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cept given to one, could warrant the 1 of Se 
ſurely that given to Abraham muſt fully have juſtified their 
oo idolatry : yet their idolatry is highly blamed not- 

withſtanding the command given to Abraham. If the 
Apoſtles and firſt Chriftians had a command to keep the 
firſt day of the week, they did well in obeying it ; but 
ſucceeding Chriſtians have nothing to do with it, unleſs 
they had another precept for themſelves to warrant their 
practice alſo. Upon the whole, I cannot but notice how 
mean-ſpirited it is for men to plume themſelves on being 
apes of the Apoſiles, * as if true religion conſiſted in mi- 
mickry. For ſhame! ſhall the noble, independent ſpirit of 
man, which poſſeſſes the power of ſelf-direction, be de- 
graded into a ſervile imitator ? But if men will {till inſiſt 
that they ought to follow the Apoſtles, let them do it to 
purpoſe ; let them forſake all, preach the goſpel through 
all the world, and work miracles, and lay down their lives 
to confirm it; if they decline this, let us hear no more of 
their pretenſions to apoſtolic example. 

After having brought the controverſy to this iſſue, it 
would be ſuperfluous to ſpend time upon the other argu- 
ments for the firſt day of the week, ſuch as Pſal. exviii. 24. 
Heb. iv. Rev. i. 10. for what has been already obferved 
precludes every other plea, 

Having thus effeQually cut out the firſt day of the week 
from being a day of holy convocation among Chriſtians, 
you proceed next to ſet aſide public teaching, and indeed 
this has a neceſſary connection with the other. Your 
words are, Public teaching is now ceaſed ; for the dais 
& are come, when they ſhall not teach every man his 
& neighbour, and his brother, ſaying, Know the Lord, &c. 
„„ Theſe are the very words of the Holy Ghoſt ; we refer 
“ you to the paſſage, Heb. viii. where you will ſee, that 
& to deny that theſe days are come, is, in fact, to deny 
« the whole teſtimony of God. But, we would now aſk, 
« what is it that thoſe, Who take to themſelves the 
name of public teachers, have to declare that is not 
&« already declared in the teſtimony of God?” p. 29. 
This argument againſt public teaching, or preaching the 
golpel, is  Wgentabie': can keg nothi ng to it, but ſhall 


only 


For this expreſſon, I am obliged to my worthy friend Mr. 
Duncan. See his pamphlet, | 


( 19) 
only obſerve, how inconſiſtent the Apoſtles were upon this 
head. They knew very well that Jeremiah had prophe . 
fied againſt public teaching, ch. xxxi. as appears by its 
being quoted Heb. viii. ; they alſo knew, that the days 
were come wherein that prophecy was fulfilled ; yet fo 
little underſtanding had they of the true meaning which 
you have now diſcovered of that prophecy, that, in ex- 
preſs contradiftion thereto, they go about every where 
teaching and preaching the goſpel: they repreſent it as 
one of the effects of Chriſt's aſcenſion, his giving gifts of 
various kinds unto men, for the purpoſe of teaching and 
_ edifying his body, Eph. iv. 8—14. nor did they content 
[themſelves with committing the goſpel to writing, and ſo 
deliver men the teſtimony of God in manuſcript, but they 
continued as public teachers all their lives. 'This is the 
more unaccountable, when we conſider, that they acknow- 
ledge even their own teaching to be of no avail, and quite 
needleſs: © I have planted (ſays Paul) and Apollos wa- 
. tered ; but God gave the increaſe ; ſo then, neither is 
ic he that planteth any thing, nor he that watereth, but 
„ God that giveth the increaſe,” 1 Cor. iii. 6, 7. Again, 
« But the anointing which you haye received of him abid- 
«© eth in you; and ye need not that any man teach you, 
« but as the ſame anointing teache:h you of all things, and 
6“ is truth, and is no lie.” 1 John ii, 27. Paul owns, 
that in all his teaching, he ſaid “ none other things than 
& thoſe which the prophets and Moſes did fay ſhould 
& come, Acts xxvi. 22, ſo that, by his own confeſſion, 
your queſtion might very juſtly be put to him; What had 
this Apoſtle to declare that was not already declared in 
the teſtimony of God ? To declare what has been already 
declared, is doing nothing to the purpoſe. Unleſs a man 
can teach ſome new thing, ſomething that has not been 
declared in the teſtimony of God (as you oblerve) he 
ought not to tzke to himlelf the name of public teacher, 
| But, if ſome will ſtill juggle on this prophecy, as they 
do upon Gal. iv. 10. and affirm, that it does not mean to 
cut out the teaching of the Apoſtles, but only that of ordi- 
nary paſtors and teachers; yet this will not mend the mat- 
ter, or reconcile the conduct of the Apoftles with our, 
(i. e. the true) ſenſe of that prophecy ; tor they not only 
taught themſel ves, but alſo ordained paſtors and teachers = 
| | tue 
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the churches, Acts xiv. 13. and thoſe whom they thus or- 
dained, they direct to ordain others, Tit i. 5. charging 
them to commit what they had heard of them to faithful 
men who ſhould be able to teach others alſo, 2 Tim. ii. 2. 
They fet down the characters by which theſe ſucceeding 
teachers were to be choſen, 1 Tim. iii. Tit. i. and give 
large directions how ſuch are to behave themſelves in the 
houſe of God, as well an their private as public miniſtra- 
tions of teaching, exhorting, and ruling. See Rom. xii. 
6—9. Acts xx. 18—36. Epiſtles to Timothy and Titus, 
1 Pet. v. 1i—5g. And, on the other hand, they exhort the 
flock to obey their leaders, and ſubject themſelves ; * for 
e they watch for their ſouls as thoſe that muſt give an ac- 
count,“ Heb. xiii. 17,—*<* to know them who labour 
„% among them, and are over them in the Lord, and to 
& eſteem them very highly for their work's ſake,” 1 Theſſ. 
v. 12, 13. Theſe public teachers are called Stewards, 
Tit. i. 7. and, if we conſider what Jeſus ſays of theſe 

_ Rewards, Luke xii. 42—47. we ſhall find they are an 
order of men who will be employed in his ſervice antil he 
come again, when ſome of them ſhall be approved, and 
others not; which ſhows that public teachers were intend-⸗ 
ed to continue in the churches unis ine end of time, How: 
aſtoniſhing is it, that a ſtanding order of public teachers 
ſhould be thus inſtituted by the Apoſtles in oppoſition to 
| fo plain a prophecy, and when the days had already come 
in which they ought to have ceaſed! However, you can 
be at no loſs to ſee what uſe is to be made of this diſagree- 
ment of the Apoſtles and prophets ; but a hint is enough 
to the wiſe. | 

You obſerve, that the Scripture allows no proviſion for 
public teachers, and that the power to exact a maintenance 
was peculiar to the Apoſtles, p. 41. If indeed public 
teaching be not a Scripture inſtitution, there can be no 
maintenance allowed teachers; but as we have ſeen, that 
(contrary to Jer. xxxi. 34.) the Apoſtles appointed teachers, 
and gave directions for their conduct in the churches after 
their departure, and when the canon of revelation was to 
be completed; ſo they alſo ordain, that a maintenance be 
given to theſe public paſtors and teachers by thole who are 
taught of them; and ſhow, that they have the ſame right 


to it that the Apoſtles had, viz. ſuch a right as the Pe 
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Had to live by the altar, or the labourer had to his hire, as 
the planter of a vineyard had to che fruit, or the feeder of 
a flock to the milk, 1 Cor. ix, 7-13. If others be par- 
« takers of this power over you, are not we rather?” ver. 12, 
Here Paul pleads the power of the Apoſtles in this, fromm 
the acknowledged power of other teachers; and he is ſpeal.. 
ing only of ſuch ordinary teachers, where he exhorts, © Let 
© the elders that rule well be counted worthy of double 
* honour, eſpecially they who labour in the word and doc- 
* trine ; for the Scripture ſaith, Thou ſhalt not muzzle 
c the ox that treadeth out the corn; and the labourer is 
« worthy of his hire,” 1 Tim. v. 17, 18. Let him that 
4 is taught in the word communicate to him that teacheth 
« in all good things,” Gal. vi. 6. Here the ſame right to 
maintenance which Jeſus gave the Apoſtles when he ſent 
them forth to preach the goſpel (Mat. x. 10. Luke x. 7.) 
is given to the elders and public teachers in the churches, 
J had a number of ſervants then, eſpecially in the church 
of Corinth, who as ſtrenuouſly diſputed this power as you 
do now, and inſinuated that the very Apoltles themſelves 
were wanting to make a gain of them: to cut off occaſion 
from ſuch, Paul choſe rather to work for his bread than uſe 
his juſt right, and what was lacking to him the brethren 
from other churches ſupplied, 2 Cor. xi. 7 —16. But ſtill 
he maintains, that “ the Lord had ordained, that thoſe 
& who preach the goſpel (whether Apoſtles or ordinary 
« teachers) ſhould live of the goſpel,” 1 Cor. ix. 14. But 
then, if you were to admit this, many bad conſequences 
would follow. It would be ſupporting an order of men 
which are now entirely uſeleſs ; it would ſhow your reſpect 
for teaching, which is now abrogated ; it would be ſhow-. 
ing, in hypocriſy, a proof of your love to the goſpel, for 
which you have no value; it would be a tacit acknowledg- 
ment that you needed inſtruction, though the time is now 
come when you are entirely above it, and have declared 
your full determination againſt it, p. 49. and, which is worſt 
of all, it would oblige you to ſome ſelf-denial in giving, 
which I ſuppoſe you are not very fond of, it being con- 
trary to that cardinal virtue of covetouſneſs. Yet you ſeem 
very zealous for the duty of collecting for the poor, p. 47. 
when you might have known that it was as diſagreeable to 
me as contributing to the maintenance of public teachers. 
| 0 I However, 
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However, I have no cauſe of umbrage upon this head; for 
I can allow my ſervants to make a noiſe. about this with 
their ' tongues, if they avoid it in their practice; and the 
way in which you bring it in ſhows, that your concern 
for the poor is much of the ſame kind with that of my 
faithful friend Judas. See John xii, 9. 
I ſhall now conclude this letter with a word of exhort- 
ation, which, I hope, for your own honour, you will 
comply with. And, 
1. Beware of meeting on the firſt day of the week for 
religious worſhip, and mind your worldly employment as 
on any other day. This is neceſſary to render your prac- 
. tice conſiſtent with your profeſſed principles; for if, whilſt 
you argue againſt the Sabbath, you yourſelves are found 
aſſembling on that day, what can the world ſay of you, but 
that you have either ſome remaining conſcience of a day, 
or that you are but timid profeſſors, and are afraid of being 
- puniſhed by the civil magiſtrate? And indeed the laſt ap- 
pears but too plainly the caſe, where you ſay © We think 
« ourſelves bound to ſubmit to every ordinance of man 
« for the Lord's ſake ; whether it be to the King as ſu- 
* preme, or unto governors ſent by him; therefore we ceaſe. 
from worldly employment on that day,” p. 47. But you 
ſhould remember, that the King does not ſo much as pre- 
tend to have inſtituted the firſt day of the week as he does 
a national faſt ; he hath only interpoſed his authority for 


the obſervance of it among his ſubjects, from a notion that 


it is a Chriſtian inſtitution founded in the word of God. 
In this view you have entirely rejected it, and fo oppoſe. 
the views of the legiſlator. Not only ſo, but you have 
branded it as idolatrous thus to fingle out a day, and (as 
you expreſs it) make people fall down and worſhip it; you 
compare thoſe who do ſo to the men againſt whom the pro- 
pbet ſpeaks, They have no knowledge who ſet up the 
* wood of their graven image, and pray to a god that can- 
„ not ſave,” p. 38. You aſk thoſe who urge the duty of 
keeping it, © Who gave you authority to add to, or take 
« away from the word of God?” and admoniſh them in 
theſe alarming words, © O remember what the Lord ſaith 
«* in the laſt chapter of Revelation, If any man ſhall add 
« unto theſe things, God ſhall add unto him the plagues 
ce that are written in this book. Conſider this and be afraid, 
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be leſt he tear you in pieces when there is none to deliver. 


« You take upon you to make laws for God to be wiſer 
« than he; conſider if you be ſtronger too,” p. 12, 48. Now, 


this being your view of the matter, do you really think 


that the King has got authority to make laws for God in 
matters of religion, and to add to the words of Scripture, 


_ being wiſer and ftronger than he? May he lawfully 


ſingle out a day, ſet up the wood of his graven image, and 
enjoin idolatry ? And are you bound, for the Lord's ſake, 
to fall down to the King's graven image and worſhip it ? 
For ſhame'! my brethren, be a little more conſiſtent, and 


| do not make yourſelves a laughing ſtock. Not that I diſ- 


like idolatry ; but I would not have you condemned out 
of your own mouth. You may perhaps plead, that whilſt 
you meet for worſhip on that day, in obedience to the 
King, you have no conſcience of the day, or its ſervices, 


toward God, p. 41. Be it ſo; but then, though you ſhould _ 
be thus religiouſly obeying men rather than God, and 

- piouſly worſhipping the King's graven image inſtead of 
the Creator, without regard to his threatening of tearing you 
in pieces; yet men who do not underſtand your Chriſtian 


liberty in this matter, will be ready to attribute your con- 


duct in meeting on that day to ſome remains of the fear 


of God; and though, indeed, your publication may be 


| thought ſufficient to free you from that ſuſpicion ; yet it 


can never make your conduct conſiſtent with your princi— 
ples, whilſt you make any particular diſtinction of that day, 

2. Take heed that you do not teach or exhort one ano- 
ther on that, or any other day of the week, cither ſeparately 


or together, You have clearly ſhewn, from Heb. viii. that 


the days have now come when public teaching ſhould 
ceaſe; and that to deny this is to deny the whole teſtimony 


of God. But you ſhould notice, that that paſſage, as well 


as the prophecy from whence it is taken, 1s fully as ſtrong 
againſt private as public teaching: it as clearly forbids 
brethren to teach and exhort one another, as it prohibits 
paſtors from teaching and feeding the flock ; nay, the 
words ſeem more directly to point againſt the former; for 
they run thus, They ſhall not teach every man his neigh- 
* bour, and every man his brother,” &. The expreſſion 
every man ſeems to ſtrike directly againſt every one pretend- 


ing to have a right to teach, as if all were teachers, ſpeak- 
| . | ers, 


